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ON BRIEF

Before COHEN, FRANKFORT, and BAHR, Administrative Patent Judges.

COHEN, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECISION ON APPEAL

This is an appeal from the final rejection of claims 1, 6,
7, and 12. Claims 2 through 5 and 8 through 11 stand objected
to. These claims constitute all of the claims in the

application.
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As evidence of anticipation and obviousness, the examiner

has applied the document specified below:

Sullivan 4,948,108 Aug. 14, 1990

The following rejections are before us for review.

Claims 1 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) as

being anticipated by Sullivan.

Claims 6 and 12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as

being unpatentable over Sullivan.

The full text of the examiner’s rejections and response to
the argument presented by appellants appears in the answer (Paper
No. 12), while the complete statement of appellants’ argument can

be found in the main and reply briefs (Paper Nos. 11 and 13).
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appellants’ specification and claims, the applied teaching,! and
the respective viewpoints of appellants and the examiner. As a
consequence of our review, we make the determinations which

follow.

We do not sustain the rejections on appeal.

Appellants’ claims 1 and 7 each include the feature, inter

alia, of a plurality of pins each fitted to a corresponding one

of bores in strips for forming rows of pins interspersed with

rows of ribs for supporting a worksheet.

Like the examiner (answer, page 4), we readily appreciate
the breadth of appellants’ claims on appeal. Further, we share
the examiner’s point of view that elements of claims 1 and 7,

i.e, a frame, ribs, strips, and pins, are readable upon side

! In our evaluation of the applied prior art, we have

considered all of the disclosure of the document for what it
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supports 11, 13, cross supports 23, 25, circuit board support
bars 37, and thumb bolts 47, respectively, in the circuit board
support device of Sullivan (Fig. 1). However, as to the feature
referenced above relative to independent claims 1 and 7, and
argued by appellants (main brief, page 5, and reply brief, page
3), we do not discern that the Sullivan reference teaches same,
as explained below. It is our point of view that one versed in
the art would comprehend the language of claims 1 and 7 to
require more than two ribs to effect the claimed rows of pins
interspersed with rows of ribs for supporting a worksheet placed
thereon. This understanding of interspersed rows of pins and
ribs is consistent with the underlying teaching in appellants’
specification (page 31) of alternate rows of pins and teeth (of
the ribs) for supporting a worksheet. The circuit board support
device of Sullivan (Fig. 1) reveals only two cross supports
(ribs) with thumb bolts (pins) therebetween, thus failing to
teach an interspersing of rows of ribs and rows of pins, as now

claimed. It is for this reason that the rejection of claims 1
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since Sullivan would not have been suggestive of the feature

earlier discussed.

In summary, this panel of the board has not sustained the

rejections on appeal.

The deci sion of the exam ner is reversed.

REVERSED

| RWN CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

CHARLES E. FRANKFORT APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES
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